I investigate empirically the intratemporal dependence between nondurable consumption and housing. Using the data on maintenance expenditures and self-assessed house value, I separate the measure of housing stock and house prices, and use these data for estimation of the model, which allows for testing whether consumption and housing are characterized by intratemporal nonseparability in the contemporaneous utility. I find evidence in favor of a substitution mechanism between housing and total nondurable consumption. A similar conclusion is reached for some separate consumption categories, such as food, transport, clothing, vacations, and entertainment. JEL C51, D12, D13, E21, R21
Introduction
Nonseparability in preferences over nondurable consumption and housing is an important feature of many up-to-date consumption models with housing employed in economics and finance. In these models, the intratemporal elasticity of substitution between durable and nondurable consumption is a key parameter that helps explain a variety of important phenomena. Piazzesi et al. (2007) find the strength of the intratemporal elasticity of substitution is an important factor for predictability of excess stock returns, whereas the same modeling feature, to a large extent, allows Yogo (2006) to explain both the cross-sectional variation in expected stock returns and the time variation in the equity premium. Ogaki and Reinhart (1998) argue that accounting for the intratemporal substitution between nondurables and durables improves the estimates of another important quantity in economics and finance -the intertemporal elasticity of substitution. Subsequently, Flavin and Nakagawa (2008) rely on the limited intratemporal substitutability between housing and nondurable consumption in generating a low elasticity of intertemporal substitution to address the observed smoothness of nondurable consumption. Li et al. (2016) demonstrate that the strength of the intratemporal elasticity of substitution governs the impact of changes in house prices on household homeownership rates and nondurable consumption. These studies that characterize the intratemporal substitution between durable and nondurable consumption offer little consensus about the strength of the substitutability, ranging from the limited substitutability (Flavin and Nakagawa, 2008 ) to a rather strong one (Piazzesi et al., 2007) . In particular, the parameters of the intratemporal elasticity of substitution found on these studies provide different implications for the nature of correlation between nondurable and durable consumption expenditures.
In this paper, I test for the intratemporal nonseparability between housing and nondurable consumption in individual preferences. Without making assumptions on the functional form of the utility function, I formulate a consumption model, in which utility depends, probably nonseparably, on two distinct goods, nondurable consumption and housing. Housing stock, from which households-homeowners derive utility, is not constant but is subject to depreciation and upkeep through maintenance and renovations. To investigate empirically the intratemporal dependence over homeowner choices of nondurable consumption and housing stock, I then exploit withinhousehold variation in changes in housing stock of homeowners who do not change their residence.
Residential housing stock is not constant over the length of the same homeownership and requires significant ongoing maintenance expenses. As measured based on the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), households spend on average around $2,600 annually on improvement, maintenance and repair expenditures, which constitutes about 1.5% of house value. 1 With the median maintenance expenditure of only $600, the average cross-sectional and within-household variation in the maintenance effort is substantial, with the coefficient of variation being 289% and 113%, respectively. To the extent that homeowners expand, remodel, or fail to maintain their homes, fluctuations in both quality and quantity of their housing stock can be nontrivial.
Although homeowners' maintenance expenditures are observed in various data sources, including the PSID used in this paper, testing whether consumption and housing are nonseparable in household utility is hindered by the inability to accurately observe individual housing stock and its variation over time. Even if a comprehensive set of home attributes is observed, these characteristics usually exhibit little variation or do not change over time. Lack of variation in observed housing characteristics makes it unsuitable for linking to individual variation in consumption. To gain information about variation in housing stock, I use the data on maintenance expenditures and self-assessed house value from the PSID to separate the measure of individual housing stock from house prices of that individual housing stock. The average growth index of the imputed housing stock is close to 1, suggesting that, on average, homeowners tend to reinvest in housing stock just enough to offset its depreciation. At the same time, the imputed housing-stock growth varies reasonably over households and within households, making it suitable for the analysis of the intratemporal dependence within consumption model. The average index of house-price growth, imputed from the PSID, is also measured with substantial variation. Both nationwide and across regions, it closely matches the level and the pattern of dynamics of the house-price indices, constructed by the U.S. Federal Housing Finance Agency, S&P Case-Shiller, and Zillow. These imputed individual housing-stock and house-price indices are used in estimation of the consumption model. I find evidence in favor of intratemporal dependence between total nondurable consumption and housing. In particular, my findings indicate the substitution effect between housing and nondurable consumption. I also find evidence of a substitution mechanism in the models when the utility is assumed to be additively separable over distinct categories of consumption but may be pairwise dependent from housing stock. In estimation of these models, my findings indicate the substitution effect between housing and consumption of food, transport, clothing, trips and vacation services, entertainment, and recreational services. The model is estimated based on the sample of prime-age homeowners; however, the results are also robust to extending the sample to all households-homeowners.
My results contribute to the literature that examines and provides evidence against additive separability in preferences over durable and nondurable consumption, such as Ogaki and Reinhart (1998) , Piazzesi et al. (2007) , and Yogo (2006) for the aggregated macroeconomic framework, and Flavin and Nakagawa (2008) and Li et al. (2016) using household data. Postulating a constantelasticity-of-substitution utility function to represent intratemporal preferences over nondurable and durable consumption, these studies pin down the parameter of intratemporal elasticity of substitution relying on different sources of variation in durable and nondurable consumption. Ogaki and Reinhart (1998), Piazzesi et al. (2007) , and Yogo (2006) exploit time-series variation in aggregated nondurable and durable consumption, Li et al. (2016) rely on cross-sectional variation in the households' house value and income, whereas Flavin and Nakagawa (2008) use household expenditure on food as a measure of nondurable consumption and discontinuous jumps in housing stock at the time of changing residence, while assuming constant housing stock until the household moves. Unlike these studies, I do not take a stand on the structure of preferences, which makes my findings robust to possible model misspecifications. Similar to Flavin and Nakagawa (2008) and Li et al. (2016) , I use household data from the PSID in the test for the intratemporal nonseparability in preferences; however, I focus on the sample of homeowners who do not move, and, unlike Flavin and Nakagawa (2008) and Li et al. (2016) , rely on both between-and within-household variation in total nondurable consumption and housing stock. Therefore, my results complement and extend the findings of nonseparability between nondurable consumption and housing in those studies to the sample of homeowners who do not move. The economic significance of my findings is supported by the fact that the overwhelming majority of households are homeowners and only a small fraction of them moves at a time. 2 My findings also relate to a large literature that documents an empirical relationship between house-price changes and the households' consumption expenditure (see Aladangady, 2017; Browning et al., 2013; Campbell and Cocco, 2007; Carroll et al., 2011; Case et al., 2005; Cooper, 2013; Gan, 2010; Mian et al., 2013; Mian and Sufi, 2014; Paiella and Pistaferri, 2017 ). An important channel for the relationship between house-price changes and consumption considered in the above studies is the housing wealth effect, which suggests house-price appreciation may result in the perception of larger housing wealth and may lead to the increase of consumption expenditure by relaxing households' lifetime resource constraints. Other channels include the collateral borrowing channel, which, under house-price appreciation, relaxes the equity borrowing constraint for households who reached borrowing limits and allows for higher consumption-expenditure levels (DeFusco, 2017) , and the channel of common factors that may simultaneously drive house prices and consumption (Attanasio et al., 2009) . Intratemporal nonseparability between housing and nondurable consumption can give rise to another channel for the relationship between housing wealth and consumption, driven by the substitution effect. Higher user cost of housing may prompt consumers to substitute away from the durable good and increase consumption of the nondurable good. In particular, an increase in construction and maintenance costs may adversely affect the homeowners' demand for maintenance, and, as a result, the quality and quantity of housing stock.
If consumption and housing are intratemporal substitutes, a reduction in housing stock in its quality and quantity will be accompanied by an increase in nondurable consumption. Then, under intratemporal substitution between consumption and housing, house-price appreciation (and, by common assumption, appreciation of the housing wealth of homeowners) will be observed along with an increase in nondurable consumption expenditure for households who are long in housing, misleading the conclusions in favor of the housing wealth effect.
The remainder of the article is as follows. Section 2 sets up a theoretical model, from which the econometric model is developed. Section 3 describes the data sample used in estimation and presents a method of measuring unobserved housing stock from the data on maintenance expenditure and self-assessed house value. Section 4 outlines the estimation strategy and presents the findings. Section 5 concludes. The further details on derivation of the econometric model and data-sample construction can be found in Appendices A and B.
Model
Consider households-homeowners, who maximize a lifetime utility from consumption and housing:
where E t denotes expectation formed at time t, β is the time discount factor, U(·) is the perperiod utility of consumption and housing, and exp(φ z t ) is the taste shifter, which may depend on demographic characteristics z t . Households derive utility from consumption C t , and, being homeowners, hold positive amounts of housing stock H t (priced at P t ), which they manage. The size of the housing stock H t is interpreted broadly as reflecting not only the physical size, but also its quality. The quantity and quality of housing stock is affected by the depreciation at the rate δ, and by the adjustments to housing stock m t (also priced at P t ) due to maintenance, renovations, or home improvements:
Every period households receive income Y t , consume C t , and save B t (or borrow if negative). If no trade of an existing home occurs, the flow of funds is given by
where R t is the real interest rate in period t.
Households choose consumption expenditure C t and housing investment m t optimally by maximizing (1) subject to (2)-(3). The household's problem implies the following consumption optimality condition:
where U C is household marginal utility with respect to consumption. Under the assumption of rational expectations, equation (4) can be written as follows:
where e t+1 is the expectation error. Assume marginal utilities U C and U H are continuously differentiable. Taking logs, applying first-order Taylor-series expansion to lnU C , and writing the resulting equation one period back, I obtain the estimable Euler equation in log-linearized form:
where r t is the log real interest rate in period t, ∆c t = ln(C t /C t−1 ), ∆h t = ln(H t /H t−1 ), and ε t is the composite error term that includes the Taylor-series remainder and the expectation error (see Appendix A for more details).
Equation (5) allows us to test for intratemporal non-separability between nondurable consumption and housing without specifying the structure of preferences for the goods that are separable under the null. The significance and the sign of α 2 in equation (5) will be informative about the intratemporal dependence between consumption and housing. The parameter α 2 represents −U CH /U CC . Maintaining the standard assumption of U CC < 0, the sign of α 2 corresponds to the sign of U CH . If nondurable consumption and housing are characterized by substitution, then U CH is negative, as will be the estimate of α 2 . If non-durable consumption and housing are characterized by complementarity, then U CH is positive, as will be the estimate of α 2 . Additive separability between non-durable consumption and housing in contemporaneous utility (U CH = 0) will show up as α 2 being statistically insignificantly different from zero.
Before estimating equation (5), a number of issues need to be taken into consideration. One issue concerns the relevant data. Information on individual housing is usually observed in the form of the monetary value of a house and its physical characteristics. Reported house characteristics (number of rooms, area size in square meters, various housing features, such as patios, balconies, a private garden, etc.) are normally fixed, exhibit little variation over time, and therefore can hardly be used in measuring changes in housing stock. House value in monetary terms is a fusion of many elements, where major factors are the level of local real estate prices and the degree of upkeep implemented by the homeowner to defeat natural wear and tear, and perhaps to even improve the existent quality of housing stock. Equation (5) requires the measure of housing stock in both its quantity and quality; that is, housing stock must be singled out from the price per unit of housing stock, which equivalently influences the value of a house. I deal with this issue in the next section.
Another issue is related to the possible endogeneity problem in equation (5) from the simultaneous choice between a household's consumption and housing and from the Taylor-series approximation used to derive this equation. To deal with this issue, equation (5) is estimated using the instrumental variable (IV) technique. The choice of instruments is discussed in section 4.
Data
I construct the data on consumption expenditures, the measure of changes in housing stock, and house-price growth using biennial longitudinal survey observations of households in the US in the Panel Study of Income Dynamics. In particular, from the survey on the level of households, I take variables on household consumption, housing wealth, home repairs and maintenance, and demographic characteristics.
Expenditures
The PSID is a longitudinal survey that follows a nationally representative random sample of fami- Motivated by the availability of data on home repairs and maintenance, and a more comprehensive set of consumption categories, the initial sample of data on consumption and housing at the household level starts in 2005 and covers six periods of biennial observations up to 2015. The initial sample consists of continued homeowners ages 22-65 who do not change residence, which includes 17,297 household observations. After omitting top-coded observations on house value and any of the consumption categories, the sample reduces to 13,177 observations. I require that a household has non-missing observations over at least two consecutive periods, which results in Following a common practice in the literature on estimation of consumption models, I exclude observations for which total nondurable consumption grows by more than 400% or falls by more than 75%, and that results in further reduction of the sample by 54 observations. Next, I drop any observations for which the house reportedly lost more than two-thirds of its value or more than doubled its value between consecutive periods, and the increase in house value was not supported by sizable maintenance expenditures, which lowers the sample by 146 observations. I also drop any observations for which the home was virtually rebuilt, as measured by an unusually high level of 
Housing-stock and house-price growth
Equation of interest (5) requires a measure of changes in a household's housing stock H t /H t−1 , which, in general, is not observable to an econometrician. Instead, the observables include current and lagged house value (P t H t and P t−1 H t−1 ) and the value of maintenance expenditures (P t m t ).
Knowing these quantities, and using the law of motion for housing stock, given by equation (2), I
compute the quantities H t /H t−1 and P t /P t−1 in the following way:
(1 − δ)
where the right-hand side of equation (6) uses observable quantities, whereas the the right-hand side of equation (7) uses observable quantities and the price index computed in (6). Maintenance expenditures, reported on annual basis, are doubled to account for bi-annual frequency of the survey. From equations (6) and (7), if the housing stock of homeowners depreciates at the rate δ, the objective depreciation affects the level of the changes in housing stock for all homeowners in the same way but does not add to the individual variation in these changes. Therefore, the level of the depreciation rate is not consequential for estimation of equation (5). Nevertheless, the level of depreciation is important for computing the house-price growth in equation (6), which then affects the change in housing stock in equation (7). To account for bi-annual frequency in the data, I set the depreciation rate at 5.0%, which doubles the 2.5% depreciation rate found in Harding et al. (2007) . Table 1 The imputed house-price growth is calculated based on the self-reported value of the house, priced by homeowners given the quantity and quality of their housing stock, and therefore may not be directly comparable to the house-price indices (HPIs) used in the literature. Nevertheless, the computed house-price growth from the PSID in Table 1 Further analysis shows that similarities between indices' values are even stronger on a regional 
Estimation and empirical findings
If consumption and re-investment in housing are simultaneous choices, the choice to reinvest in housing stock may be directly affected by the consumption choice and be correlated with the unobserved shocks that drive consumption. This possibility creates the standard endogeneity problem in simultaneous decision-making. Ordinary least squares estimation of equation (5) When households derive utility from consumption and housing, a household's optimization problem can be supplemented by one more restriction, namely, the one describing the optimal choice of reinvestment in housing stock. The resulting demand for housing stock, along with its dependance on consumption, also depends on house prices (see equation (11) in Appendix A).
Homeowners actively manage the quantity and quality of their housing stock by implementing housing improvements, taking house prices as exogenously given. House prices have no natural role in the consumption model (see equations (10)- (11) in Appendix A), and being exogenous to nondurable consumption choice, house prices are relevant for explaining changes in housing stock, making an excellent instrument. Indeed, in my data sample, the correlation between changes in housing stock and the imputed individual house-price index is negative, significantly different from zero at the 1% significance level, and equals -0.24. The negative correlation between housing stock and house prices is in agreement with the restrictions of the demand theory, whereby home improvements are expected to react negatively to the increase in prices. See early empirical estimates of price elasticity of the demand for housing consumption in Rosen (1979) , Hanushek and Quigley (1980) , MacRae and Turner (1981) , Goodman and Kawai (1986) , and more recently in Goodman (2002) and Ioannides and Zabel (2003) .
To capture the utility taste shifter, in estimation of equation (5) I include a set of demographic variables, such as the level of education, change in age squared, and change in family size. Following Mazzocco (2007) and Meghir and Weber (1996) , I also include conditioning variables of the change in a dummy if the husband works and the change in a similar dummy for the wife, to capture a possible nonseparability between modelled choices of consumption and housing, and the choice of leisure that is not formally modelled in this paper. In addition to house size and the imputed house-price index, I use the instruments typical in estimation of the consumption Euler equations: lagged growth in real household income, lagged growth in hours worked by all family members, lagged growth in hours worked by the wife if present, a dummy for whether the head of the household lost a job involuntarily during the previous period, and lagged food-consumptionexpenditure growth.
The results from a first-stage regression of changes in housing stock on house size and changes in house prices, reported in Table 2 , confirm a negative relationship between house prices and housing stock. According to the first-stage results, the estimated coefficients on both instruments are negative and statistically significant at the 5% significance level. The results in Table 2 also point to a negative correlation between house size and a growth in housing stock, suggesting that, after we control for the house-price dynamics, smaller homes experience a faster growth in housing stock. The partial R 2 statistic from a regression of changes in housing stock on the instruments after partialling out change in demographic shifters and interest rate (not reported), is 0.17, indicating the instruments explain a decent fraction of the variance in house stock. The F-statistic for the test of the hypothesis that the coefficients on the excluded instruments are zero (Staiger and Stock, 1997; Stock and Yogo, 2005) , equals 13, which is outside of the problematic range. The equation (5) is estimated with different consumption categories as dependent variables, and the presentation of the results keeps the focus on the coefficient on housing-stock change, α 2 .
First, I test whether an intratemporal dependence exists between total nondurable consumption and housing stock. Next, I test whether an intratemporal dependence exists between separate categories of nondurable consumption and housing stock. This test is possible under the assumption that in the utility U(C t , H t ), distinct categories of consumption are additively separable between each other but may be pairwise dependent from housing stock. That is, I estimate 11 different models. Table   3 reports findings based on the instrumental variables (GMM) estimation of equation (5).
The estimation results show the evidence in favor of the intratemporal dependence between total nondurable consumption and housing. The coefficient on change in housing stock is negative and statistically different from zero at the 5% significance level. This finding indicates the substitution effect between housing and total nondurable consumption. The coefficient on the change in housing stock in separate regressions for many consumption categories, such as food consumption, transport, clothing, vacation services, and recreational services, is negative and statistically signif- Each row and column corresponds to a separate estimation of equation (5) with a different consumption category as dependent variable; that is, 11 different regression models are estimated. The reported coefficients are the estimates of α 2 in these 11 model specifications. Instruments include house size, house-price index computed as in equation (6), lagged growth in real household income, lagged growth in hours worked by all family members, lagged growth in hours worked by the wife if present, dummy for whether the head of the household lost a job involuntarily during the previous period, and lagged food-consumption-expenditure growth. Standard errors, clustered by state level, are reported in parentheses. All regressions include the Treasury bill rate, change in a dummy if the husband works, change in a similar dummy for the wife, and demographic controls, such as changes in family size, a householder's age interacted with education, and age squared.
icant. Coefficient on change in housing stock is negative and statistically different from zero at the 1% significance level for clothing, vacation services, and recreational services. The coefficient on change in housing stock for food consumption and transport is negative and marginally significant.
Extending the sample to include retirees confirms the conclusions made with the base estimation.
The coefficients in consumption models that are statistically significant for the base sample remain so for the extended sample. 3 These microempirical findings of the substitution effect between housing and nondurable consumption are consistent with the findings of the studies based on macro-level aggregate consump- 3 The results are not reported but are available by request.
tion, in particular, the study of Piazzesi et al. (2007) . Postulating constant-elasticity-of-substitution preferences over nondurable and durable consumption, Piazzesi et al. (2007) find the value of the parameter of the intratemporal elasticity of substitution larger than 1, which implies households reduce their expenditure share on housing when house prices move up relative to prices of nondurable consumption.
Conclusion
This study investigates empirically the intratemporal dependence between nondurable consumption and housing. Using the data on maintenance expenditures and self-assessed house value, I
separate the measure of housing stock and house prices. I use the constructed measures of housing stock and house prices in estimation of the theoretical model, which allows for testing whether consumption and housing are characterized by the intratemporal nonseparability in the contemporaneous utility.
For the model of simultaneous choice of nondurable consumption and housing, I find evidence in favor of the intratemporal dependence between total nondurable consumption and housing. In particular, my findings indicate the substitution effect between housing and nondurable consumption. I reach a similar conclusion for food consumption, transport, clothing, trips and vacation services, entertainment, and recreational services.
Overall, my results contribute to the relatively sparse literature investigating the structure of households' preferences over durable and nondurable consumption. My results complement and extend the findings of nonseparability between nondurable consumption and housing in that literature to the sample of homeowners that do not move, who in reality constitute an overwhelming majority of the population. The importance of understanding the structure of household preferences over housing and nondurable consumption for academic research and economic policy warrants further research on this topic. For example, the finding of nonseparability between nondurable consumption and housing in individual preferences is relevant for testing the housing wealth effect on consumption. Because I do not rule out substitution between housing and consumption, the tests for other channels between housing prices and consumption expenditure (wealth effect, collateral channel, common factors) for homeowners may likely be hindered by nonseparability between housing and consumption. The results may also be relevant for the life-cycle literature that often relies on preferences over consumption and housing being additively separable in contemporaneous utility. The evidence on nonseparability in preferences over consumption and housing, found in this paper suggests that if economic-policy conclusions strongly rely on the assumption of additive separability over consumption and housing in an agent's preferences, then on the disaggregated level, these conclusions may be sensitive to the composition of the target group, in particular in relation to households who are long in housing. 
A Log-linearized Euler equations
DenoteC andH as the expected values of nondurable consumption and housing stock. LetĈ = ln(C/C) andĤ = ln(H/H). The subsequent derivations closely follow Mazzocco (2007) .
Let φ 1 and φ 2 be defined as follows:
where U C and U H are household marginal utilities with respect to consumption and housing. Assume marginal utilities U C and U H are continuously differentiable. Let the one-variable functions ϑ 1 : I 1 → R and ϑ 2 : I 2 → R be defined as ϑ 1 (k) = φ 1 (kĈ, kĤ) and ϑ 2 (k) = φ 2 (kĈ, kĤ), where I 1 = (−a, a) and I 2 = (−b, b). Applying the one-variable Taylor expansion formula with remainder, I get
with
From (8) and the definition of ϑ i (k) with k = 1, I get
Under the assumption of rational expectations, the households' Euler equations can be written as
where e C t+1 and e H t+1 are the expectation errors. Taking logs, using φ 1 = lnU C and φ 2 = lnU H , I
have
).
where ∆R i for i = 1, 2 is the Taylor-series remainder. Equation (5) follows from rearranging equation (10) and writing the resulting equation one period back.
B Data Construction B.1 Deflating
Consumption categories reported in the PSID include food, clothing, transportation, utilities, trips and vacations, entertainment, healthcare, education, and childcare. Deflating of the consumption expenditures and housing data is closely related to the timing of the relevant survey question.
Some questions ask about expenditures in the month when the interview occurred, whereas others are asked about the previous year.
Food. Food-consumption expenditures include food consumed at home, away from home, delivered food, and the value of food stamps. Data on food consumed at home and the value of food stamps are deflated using the CPI for food at home. Data on food consumed away from home and delivered food are deflated using the CPI deflator for food away from home. Food-consumption data are deflated according to the month and year when the interview occurred, whereas food stamps and data on income are deflated using the CPI for the end of the year before the interview was conducted.
Clothing. Spending on clothing and apparel is deflated using CPI for apparel for the end of the year before the interview was conducted.
Utility. Utility data include payments for gas or other types of heating fuel, electricity expenses, payments for water and sewer, and other utilities. Each of these utility spending categories is deflated using CPI appropriate for the category (utility fuels and gas service, electricity, water, and sewerage maintenance) according to the month and year when the interview occurred.
Communication. Data on telecommunication include payments for telephone, cable or satellite TV, and internet service. Telecommunication data are deflated using CPI for communication according to the month and year when the interview occurred.
Healthcare. Healthcare spending includes payments for health insurance, prescriptions, in-home medical care and special facilities, doctors, outpatient surgery, dental bills, hospital bills, and nursing home. At the time of the interview, the PSID collects healthcare expenditures combined over two previous years. The total healthcare expenditures are divided by 2 to obtain the value at annual frequency, comparable with other expenditure categories. Total spending on healthcare is deflated using CPI for medical care for the end of the year before the interview was conducted.
Education and childcare. School-related expenses are deflated using CPI for education, whereas childcare expenditures are deflated using CPI for childcare and nursery school for the end of the year before the interview was conducted.
Entertainment and vacations. Recreation and entertainment spending and expenditures on vacations and trips are deflated using CPI for recreation. Vacations and trips data are deflated according to the month and year when the interview occurred, whereas recreation and entertainment data are deflated using the CPI for the end of the year before the interview was conducted.
Transportation. Transportation expenditures are deflated using CPI for transportation. Many of the transportation categories (expenses on gasoline, parking, bus and train, cab fare, vehicle repair, additional car or lease payments, and other transportation-related spending) are reported for the month before the interview was conducted and were deflated according to the previous month of the current year when the interview occurred.
Housing. Housing-related data (home repairs and maintenance, and house value) are deflated using CPI for owners' equivalent rent of primary residence. House-value data are deflated according to the month and year when the interview occurred, whereas data on home repairs and maintenance are deflated using the CPI for the end of the year before the interview was conducted. Central, South, and West. Following the regional assignment of the states in the PSID, states were grouped into regions as follows:
B.2 US Regions
. 
